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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/13/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. Applicant begins by arguing that their Specification supports the limitation that 
"the time signals are not 'externally derived'". Applicant cites Fig. 1, clocks 130 and 245, 
along with [9-10]. However, neither Fig. 1 nor [9-10] mention or discuss "externally 
derived" time signals. Applicant's argument is not persuasive. Said new matter is 
discussed further in the rejections below. 

3. Applicant next argues that, regarding Schuster, "A person of ordinary skill in the 
art would understand from the Schuster reference that the system disclosed therein can 
only be utilized after a synchronization system is in place" and that "The only such 
method taught is to use a common clock external to the transceiver and receiver". 
However, Applicant's citations from Schuster do not support this conclusion. Whether or 
not a "synchronization system is in place" in Schuster does not correspond to limitations 
in Applicant's claim language. Furthermore, that a clock/time in Schuster is "external" is 
not support by citations from Schuster or by Applicant's arguments. A clock/time signal 
from Schuster is coming, in one embodiment, from Satellite 28 in Fig. 2, and the 
receiver 20 and transmitter 12 receive said signal and exchange information. Satellite 
28, transmitter 12 and receiver 20 thus form a network; regardless of time/clock signals 
from either of these 3 devices, said clock is not "external" as it is on the common 
network formed by said three devices. 
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4. Applicant's arguments regarding "external clocks" / "time externally derived" are 
thus not persuasive. 

5. Applicant next argues, regarding Mills, that Mills, as well as Shuster in view of 
Mills, do not teach "creating a sum of that roundtrip time with another recorded time". 
However, Mills shows determining a sum of roundtrip time in 3.1 (showing Theta = (a + 
b) / 2) and then in 3.5, paragraph 4 (pg. 8) and Section 5, pg. 1 1 , shows using said sum 
with another recorded time to determine said first time. Applicant's arguments thus are 
not persuasive. 

6. Applicant next argues that "a person of skill in the art would not adjust the 
Schuster clocks using even the limited control disclosed in Mills, because the Schuster 
clocks are externally synchronized". Applicant does not provide support for this 
assertion, and furthermore. Applicant's arguments regarding "externally synchronized" 
remain unpersuasive for the reasons given above. 



Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter for the reasons given below in the 35 USC 1 12 written 
description rejection. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tine invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
mailing and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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3. Claims 1,13, 25, 36, 47 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragrapli, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Said claims recite a time 
"that is not externally derived." Applicant cites Fig. 1, clocks 130 and 245, along with [9- 
10] for support; however, neither Fig. 1 nor [9-10] mention or discuss "externally 
derived" time signals. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1,13, 25, 36, 47 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 

subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Said claims recite a time signal 
that is "externally derived". However, it is unclear what said clock signal is "external" in 
relation to. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. Claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21, 23, 25, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 
35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 43, 44, 46, 47, 50, 52, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61 , 65, 66 and 68 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schuster et al. (US 
6,360,271 B1), hereafter Schuster, in view of Mills (Internet Time Synchronization: The 
Network Time Protocol). 

3. Regarding claims 1 and 47, Schuster shows a method of and a system for 
adjusting time recordation, comprising: 

sending a first message from a device to a first processor, different from the 
device, that maintains a first time that is not externally derived (Fig. 2, col. 9 lines 40 - 
44; the clock/time signal sources/recipients show, for example, in Fig. 2, all being part of 
the same network and thus none of said items being 'external'); 

sending a second message to a second processor that maintains a second time 
(Fig. 2, col. 1 0 lines 48 - 54 and col. 1 1 lines 3 - 8); 

recording the first time when the first processor receives the first message 
(Abstract, lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a first recorded time; 

recording the second time when the second processor receives the second 
message (Abstract, lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a second recorded 
time; 

sending a third message from the first processor to the second processor (col. 12 

lines 43-48); 

sending a fourth message from the second processor to the first processor 
including information indicative of the second recorded time (col. 12 lines 48 - 64). 
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Schuster does not show setting the first time of the first processor based at least 
in part on the sum of the second recorded time and a roundtrip time for the third and 
fourth messages. 

Mills shows setting the first time of the first processor based at least in part on 
the sum of the second recorded time and a roundtrip time for the third and fourth 
messages (Fig. 3 and page 5, Section 3.1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the disclosure of Schuster with that of Mills in order to utilize the 
offset information determined by Schuster to set the clocks to the same time, resulting 
in clocks that are fully synchronized without having to utilize said offset for each 
comparison. 

4. Regarding claim 25, Schuster in view of Mills further show a computer program, 
stored on a tangible storage medium, for adjusting time recordation, the program 
including executable instructions that cause one or more computers to: 

send a first message to a first processor that maintains a first time that is not 
externally derived (Fig. 2, col. 9 lines 40 - 44; the clock/time signal sources/recipients 
show, for example, in Fig. 2, all being part of the same network and thus none of said 
items being 'external') 

send a second message to a second processor that maintains a second time 
(Schuster, Fig. 2, col. 10 lines 48 - 54, col. 1 1 lines 3 - 8); 

record the first time when the first processor receives the first message 
(Schuster, Abstract lines 2 - 4) as a first recorded time; 
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record the second time when the second processor receives the second 
message (Schuster, Abstract lines 2 - 4) as a second recorded time; 

send a third message from the first processor to the second processor (Schuster, 
col. 12 lines 43-48); 

send a fourth message from the second processor to the first processor including 
information indicative of the second recorded time (Schuster, col. 12 lines 48 - 64); and 

set the first time of the first processor based at least in part on the sum of the 
recorded second time and the roundtrip time for the third and fourth messages (Fig. 3 
and page 5, Section 3.1). 

5. Regarding claim 1 3, 36 and 58, Schuster in view of Mills further show a method 
of, a computer program, stored on a tangible storage medium for, and a system for 
adjusting time recordation, comprising: 

sending a first message from a device to a first processor, different from the 
device, that maintains a first time that is not externally derived (Fig. 2, col. 9 lines 40 - 
44; the clock/time signal sources/recipients show, for example, in Fig. 2, all being part of 
the same network and thus none of said items being 'external') 

sending a second message to a second processor that maintains a second time 
(Schuster, Fig. 2, col. 10 lines 48 - 54, col. 11 lines 3 - 8); 

recording the first time when the first processor receives the first message 
(Schuster, Abstract lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a first recorded time; 
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recording tlie second time when the second processor receives the second 
message (Schuster, Abstract lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a second 
recorded time; 

sending a third message from the second processor to the first processor 
including data based at least in part on the second recorded time (Schuster, col. 5 lines 
25 - 38, col. 7 lines 32 - 45); and 

adjusting the first time based on a correction that is based at least in part on the 
data and the recorded first time (Mills, Fig. 3 and page 5, Section 3.1). 

6. Regarding claims 4, 16, 28, 39, 50 and 61 , Schuster in view of Mills do not show 
where sending a first message to a first processor that maintains a first time and 
sending a second message to a second processor that maintains a second time are 
separated by a predictable amount of time. 

Logical reasoning dictates that the first and second messages would be 
separated by a predictable amount of time, specifically within the range of the 0 
seconds (instantly) to the time which the system implementing the invention ceases to 
function. 

The combination of Schuster in view of Mills thus teaches where sending a first 
message to a first processor that maintains a first time and sending a second message 
to a second processor that maintains a second time are separated by a predictable 
amount of time. 

7. Regarding claims 6, 30 and 52, Schuster in view of Mills further show 
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sending a fifth message to the first processor (Schuster , Fig. 2, col. 9 lines 40 - 

44); 

sending a sixth message to the second processor (Schuster, Fig. 2, col. 10 lines 
48-54, col. 11 lines 3 -8); 

recording the first time when the first processor receives the fifth message 
(Schuster, Abstract lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a third recorded time; 

recording the second time when the second processor receives the sixth 
message (Schuster, Abstract lines 2-4, col. 10 line 50 - col. 1 1 line 20) as a fourth 
recorded time; 

sending a seventh message from the first processor to the second processor 
including information indicative of the third recorded time (Schuster, col. 5 lines 25 - 38, 
col. 7 lines 32-45) and 

sending an eighth message from the second processor to the first processor 
including a correction based at least in part at least in part on the recorded third and 
fourth times (Mills, Fig. 3 and page 5, Section 3.1) as said steps are essentially a 
repetition of the method/system synchronizations steps of claims 1, 47 and 25, where 
Mills specifies repeating synchronizing steps in Section 3.5 paragraph 2 and 3.6 
paragraph 5 to maintain/improve clock synchronization and accuracy. 
8. Regarding claims 7, 31 and 53 Schuster in view of Mills further show 

sending a fifth message to the first processor (Schuster , Fig. 2, col. 9 lines 40 - 

44); 
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sending a sixth message to the second processor (Schuster, Fig. 2, col. 10 lines 
48-54, col. 11 lines 3 -8); 

recording the first time when the first processor receives the fifth message 
(Schuster, Abstract lines 2 - 4) as a third recorded time; 

recording the second time when the second processor receives the sixth 
message (Schuster, Abstract lines 2 - 4) as a fourth recorded time; 

sending a seventh message from the first processor to the second processor 
including information indicative of the third recorded time (Schuster, col. 5 lines 25 - 38, 
col. 7 lines 32-45); 

sending an eighth message from the second processor to the first processor 
including information indicative of the fourth recorded time ((Mills, Fig. 3 and page 5, 
Section 3.1) as said steps are essentially a repetition of the method/system 
synchronizations steps of claims 1, 47 and 25, where Mills specifies repeating 
synchronizing steps in Section 3.5 paragraph 2 and 3.6 paragraph 5 to 
maintain/improve clock synchronization and accuracy); and 

calculating a correction based at least in part at least in part on the third and 
fourth recorded times (Schuster, col. 13 lines 5 - 22). 

9. Regarding claims 8, 20, 32, 43, 54 and 65 Schuster in view of Mills further show 
applying the correction to the first time a plurality of times at a regular interval (Mills, 
Section 3.5 paragraph 2 and 3.6 paragraph 5). 
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1 0. Regarding claims 9, 21 , 33, 44, 55, and 66, Schuster in view of IVIills further show 
where the first processor is located remotely from the second processor (Schuster, Fig. 
2). 

1 1 . Regarding claims 1 1 , 23, 35, 46, 57, and 68, Schuster in view of Mills further 
show where the first processor is coupled by a network to a plurality of tools that send 
time-based measurements to the second processor (Schuster, Figs. 1 and 2, col. 6 line 
40 -col. 7 line 2). 

1 2. Regarding claim 1 2, Schuster in view of Mills further show where the roundtrip 
time for the third and fourth messages is an amount of time from the sending of the third 
message to the receipt of the fourth message (Mills, Fig. 3 and page 5 Section 3.1). 

1 3. Regarding claims 1 4, 37 and 59, Schuster in view of Mills further show where the 
data is the second recorded time (Schuster, col. 12 lines 48 - 64). 

14. Regarding claims 1 5, 38 and 60, Schuster In view of Mills further show where the 
data is equal to the correction (Schuster, col. 13 lines 20 - 35). 

1 5. Claims 2, 3, 1 8, 1 9, 26, 27, 41 , 42, 48, 49, 63 and 64 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schuster in view of Mills as applied to claims 
1 ,13, 25, 36, 47, and 58 above, and further in view of Topfl et al. (US 2004/0128350 
A1), hereafter Topfl. 

16. Regarding claims 2, 1 8, 26, 41 , 48 and 63, Schuster in view of Mills show claims 
1,13, 25, 36, 47, and 58, including where the first and second processors are coupled 
(Schuster, Fig. 2). 
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Schuster in view of Mills do not show where they are coupled by an asymmetric 
communication medium. 

Topfl shows where computers and the processors inherently within those 
computers can be coupled by an asymmetric communication medium ([0030]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the disclosure of Schuster in view of Mills with that of Topfl in order 
to support and utilize a common method for computer communication. 

1 7. Regarding claims 3, 1 9, 27, 42, 49 and 64, Schuster in view of Mills and Toplf 
further show where the first processor and second processor are coupled by an 
asymmetric digital subscriber line (Schuster, Fig. 2; Topfl, [0030]). 

1 8. Claims 5, 1 7, 29, 40, 51 and 62 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schuster in view of Mills as applied to claims 1,13, 25, 36, 47, and 
58 above, and further in view of Krause et al. (US 7,171,484 B1), hereafter Krause. 

19. Regarding claims 5, 17, 29, 51 and 62, Schuster in view of Mills show claims 1 , 
13, 25, 36, 47, and 58. 

Schuster in view of Mills do not show where the third message includes an 
identification of the first message and further comprising: upon receipt of the third 
message, matching the identification of the first message with an identification of the 
second message. 

Krause shows utilizing identifiers in messages and comparing the message 
identifiers, matching them to ensure they are sequential, to maintain system integrity 
and to ensure messages are delivered or combined in the correct order, and as a 



Application/Control Number: 10/724,801 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2442 

method of message error checking (col. 8 lines 51 - 64, col. 22 lines 34 - 37, col. 24 
lines 38 - 45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the disclosure of Schuster in view of Mills with that of Krause in 
order to utilize error and integrity checking for the transmitted messages, improving 
system reliability. 

The combination of Schuster in view of Mills and Krause thus teaches where the 
third message includes an identification of the first message and further comprising: 
upon receipt of the third message, matching the identification of the first message with 
an identification of the second message. 

20. Regarding claim 40, Schuster in view of Mills and Krause teaches where the third 
message includes an identification of the second message and further including 
executable instructions that cause one or more computers to: upon receipt of the third 
message, match an identification of the first message with the identification of the 
second message (Krause, (col. 8 lines 51 - 64, col. 22 lines 34 - 37, col. 24 lines 38 - 
45). 

21. Claims 10, 22, 34, 45, 56, and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schuster in view of Mills as applied to claims 1,13, 25, 36, 47, and 
58 above, and further in view of Shah et al. (US 6,400,646 B1), hereafter Shah. 

22. Regarding claims 10, 22, 34, 45, 56, and 67, Schuster in view of Mills show 
claims 1,13, 25, 36, 47, and 58. 



Application/Control Number: 10/724,801 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2442 

Schuster in view of Mills do not show where the first processor is located in a 
wellbore and the second processor is located at the surface. 

Shah shows where the first processor is located in a wellbore and the second 
processor is located at the surface (Abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the disclosure of Schuster in view of Mills with that of Shah in order 
to provide for time synchronization in an environment where synchronization is very 
important (Shah, Abstract). 

23. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schuster 
in view of Mills as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Cognet et al. (US 
7,080,160 B2), hereafter Cognet. 

Schuster in view of Mills show claim 13. 

Schuster in view of Mills do not show where adjusting the first time includes 
moving the first time forward or backward by an amount and, after a predetermined 
time, moving it forward or backward by the same amount again. 

Cognet shows amortizing time adjustments over an interval (col. 2 lines 17 - 37), 
thus teaching where adjusting the first time includes moving the first time forward or 
backward by an amount and, after a predetermined time, moving it forward or backward 
by the same amount again. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the disclosure of Schuster in view of Mills with that of Cognet in 
order avoid having to perform all time adjustments instantly, thus spreading out any 
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changes that could result from clock changes over a longer period of time, resulting in a 
smoother, less sudden adjustment. 



Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John M. Macllwinen whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-9686. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM - 5:00PM EST; off 
alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2442 

John Macllwinen 
(571)272-9686 



